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The Implicatibns of Brezhnev’s Cadre Policies
for the Soviet Political Succession

? : Central Intelligence Agency
National Foreign Assessment Center

 October 1978
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“here is substantial cvndcnce that Lcomd
zhnev, as leader of the Soviet Communist
ty, has been more constrained than his prede-

sors in appointing his supportcrs to kcy bu-
ucrauc slots

Turnover within the party’s ccntral ehtc the
Central Committee and Central: Auditing
Commission, has decreased with each party
congress since Khrushchcvs rcmoval

Elites holding 1mportant positions within the
party’s republic and regional organizations

also have enjoyed substantxally 1mprovcd job
security. - o

“he marked rcductlon of clltc tumovcr has
ited the opportunities for political manipula-
1:of party cadres by Brczhncv or anyone clse.
s appeats -to reflect a: conscious policy in
ction to Nikita Khrushchev's frequent and, at
cs, capricious use of the cadre weapon. The
:zhnev leadership has sought also. to prevent
itical conflict ovar vacancxcs m kcy posmons

There has been & substantial decline in the ‘

forced removal of individuals from office for

pctitical wrongdoing or incompetence; death
and retirement arc the leading causes of

rcmoval from the ccntral elite, = - ‘

chlaccmcnts for thoso vacancics that do
occur usually have been selected from
among the subordinates of the official being
rcplaccd thus it hus becn dxfﬁcult 'or Polit-

Key Judgments

buro members to maneuver their proteges
into areas or institutions not connected with
their own background and experience.

Although Brezhnev has maneuvered some op-
ponents out of the Politburo and Secretariat and
thereby secured key assignments for allies and
supporters, the evidence suggests an alteration of
ground rules in the game of Soviet politics. He
has not attempted to remold the elite into one

‘beholden only to him because:

« He did not push sweeping policy or organiza-
tional reforms that would have generated
significant opposition within thc party
establishment. :

.« He understood that excessive cadre manipu-
" lation breeds insecurity that can fucl politi-
" cal Opposmon. f.

-+ He rccogmzcd the advantage in associating
- the central elite’s own well-being with his
contmucd tenure in office.

Continucd cadre stablhty in the post -Brezhnev
era could be promoted by:

‘s The natural desire of Politburo membcrs to
limit the new general sccrctarys abilitv to
oxploit the powers inherent in his office.

.» The support of clites who now dominatc the
Central Committec and have a vested inter-
est in maintaining <he current approach.

- segm/
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¢ The prospect oi‘ pohtlcal advanccmcnt that . * An aggrcssiv; new gg’ncral secretary who
% officials now ;in key!subordinate positions | . uses powers inherent in his officc to staff .
| can antncxpatc undcr cxnstmg arrangcmcnts { o elite positions with his supportcrs

jof "cadre assngn— ' Given the political sensitivity of cadre policy,
1cnts could zrow from. thcse conflicting pressures will probably intensify

1‘ Sl ithe divisions within the post-Brezhnev-ieader-
" The dlscnchantmcnt .of : lower :lével ;ofﬁcnals shnp As a result,. formation of a fiew political
whose career prospects: have been hmdcr ed “consensus could be more difficult and the succes-
by prolonged stabxhty, at thc toy o] osion strugglc more protracted. The political bal-

Thc bchcf of some. Pohtburo ileaders that ‘I~ance in the Soviet elite, nevertheless, appears to
major pohcy chanch‘ are" rcquu'ed to deal '} favor “stability of cadres.” If it is maintained by
with numerous,. long-avoxded problcms and 1 the new leadership, the institutional support for -

- that new top-to-bottom lcadcrshlp io necdcd . collective leadership would be strengthened and
to push through ;such. changcs.} S a rctum to one-man rule significantly inhibited.

Prwsurc for: pohtncnzatxon

0




PREFACE

“This mcmorandum cxamines the future |mpllcatlons of Brc7hncv s and
Khrushchcv s contrastmg cadre pohcncs[: : ‘

‘-

A statistical presentation of some of tne
information:from thc data basc . contained in thc charts and graphs in the
=}

appendix. ' IR N

i
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! culty 'balancing their somewhat

;(ET

The Impllcahons of Brezhnev’s Cadre Policies. B
for the Sovxet Political Successnon

Introducﬂon T

:Soviet. polmcmns havc tradxtxonallif haa diffi-
contradlctory

. preferences for strong centralized authonty and

. collective leadership. While the decisionmaking
“ system is a collegial one on paper;

m practxcc it
" has more often than not: evolved |into one-man
! domination, if not dictatorship. The' evident un-
wnlllngncss of Soviet leaders.to constltutnonalxzc
| the responsibilities ‘and prcmgatwcs of certain
! politica offices and functions has béen a princi-
" pal reason for this. qutc purposcfully. the rela-
. tionships between major mstxtutlons have re-
- mained ill-defined and the powers | mhcrcnt in

most polmcal roles ambxguous .

l {

As a conscqucncc. the powcr of a gcncral
sccrctary is as dcpcndcnt on his political ability
' as it is on the authority derived from his institv-
tional position. Khrushchev was ;particularly
adept at manecuvering within. this’ adaptable po-

" litical environment. He skillfully: manipulated

- personnel assignments, organizational and struc-
“ tural reforms; and policy. prlontlcs to expand his

own power and to undercutthatiof his rivals.

While these tactics’ proved beneficial, the inse-
curity and rmcntmcnt his pollclcs tengendered :
among his immediate collcagucs. as: wcll as lower |
level officials, contributed in the long run to the "

re d L,
crosion of his polltlcal SUPPOT,AN o hlo_ﬂc.vcntual - republic, and regional officials has been reduced

- substantially from the levol established by
- Khrushchev. Death and retirement, rather than -
mcrcly removing him, however. They also want- . political expulsion, have emerged as the principal
cd to repeal some of the policies associated with " causes of removal from the clite. And vacancics

his rule and to:prevent certain abuses from .

downfall o .'_gl g . ,
Khrushchcv s succcssors were not oontcnt with

recurring in the future. Cadre policy loomed

particularly large in thisieffort.. Under Khrush- .

chev, frequent personnel’ shifts and demotions,

even of his staunch supporters, were common-

plncc Local party organlzatlons were often as-

QFCRF(‘W

- signed outsxdcrs as first secretaries. Few could

feel comfortable or secure in their jobs. This
insecurity was mstltutnonahzcd at the 22nd Party
Congress in 1961 in'a party statute requiring a

fixed : rate. of turnover in the party’s leading
- organs. Khrushchev wars thus provnded with nu-

merous opportunitics for mancuvering supporters
into key positions and cpponents out, creating in
the process a political balance congruent with his
power ambitions.

Brezhnev's Cadre Policies

Brezhrov clearly wanted to preserve some
flexibility in assigning cadres to key positions
while at the same time mollifying supporters of
increased cadre stability. At the 23rd Party
Congress in 1966 he endorsed the call to repeal
party rules prescribing turnover, but he also
arguod that the party should retain a general
provxslon requiring systcmauc “renewal of cad-

es” along with continuity in leadership and that
young and energetic officials should be promoted
more boldly. In spite of his expressed objectivc,

‘however, stability and continuity of leadership in

the Brezhnev cra have clearly prevailed over
systematic renewal of cadres. As the discussion

- in the appendix shows, job security and regular-
ized promotion practices have been the norm

gsince 1965, The turnover rate for key national,

have been filled primarily from among the ranks
ol' the departed official's subordlna}cs.

Manipulation of cadre assignments, of course,
has not disappeared entirely from the Sovict
political scene. Its use, however, has become
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more- sclective and localized chicefly ?ﬁwithin the
highest levels of the' political “establishment—
that is, within the Politburo and the Secrctariat.
Brezhnev has skillfully created and used vacan-
cies in both institutions to transform them into
groups’ more favorably disposed - _to}vard ~him.
Some of Brezhnev's colleagues - in the Politburo
have employed the same tactics. Kirilenko, for
example, probably had much to do with elevation

Grigoriy Romanov, the youngest member of the
Politburo and a possibls Brezhnev heir, appears

to (have influenced |a number.: of recent ap- -
pointments ‘tq_;_.j_lowcr;:lcvcl; g‘;p()s'g_tiohs} in the

bureaucracy.' .

As

Lt
!

challenge this creeping depoliticization
sonnel policy seems incongruous. Several consid-

crations have probably shaped his: passivity on

this score. First, the new policy . was ‘enacted
during the early years of Brezhnev's term, before

he had sufficient power to prevent it. He prob-
ably recognized that if he supported continuation :

ofi extensive cadre turnover while he was

relatively weak, his position| would -be endan--;
gered. He chose, therefore, to associate the vest-

cd interest of the clite in enjoying:the fruits of
increased job security with' his continuance in
office, thereby turning a potential weakness into
a source of strength, i f Gh

fe o

Second, both Stalin and Khrushchev needed
great personal

revicasly noted, however, there has been .
no. return to the flagrant: manipulation of large
numbers of cadres: that’ was: associated with -
Khrushchev. In view of the considerable personal
power he has acquired, .Brezhnev's failure to 'l
of per-

RET

adopted a lcadership style that balances compet-
ing interests rather than challenges key institu-

.~ tional groups. This middle-of-the-road course has

inhibited the cmergence of widespread opposition

~ within the elite and the corresponding need for

any systematic replacement of personncl.
Third, Brezhnev himself may have. sympa-

~ thized with the desire of many party workers for

of his Sverdlovsk associate, Yakov Ryabov, into . increased cadre stability and continuity. As al-

the Secretariat in 1976. Leningrad jparty bosS - o or 4 the 23rd Party Congress, and he did so

- again at-the 24th Congress in 1971. In addition,

ready noted, he gave this idea some support in his

in 1974 a published account of Brezhnev's activi-
ties in Kazakhstan during the mid-1950s ‘sug-
gested that he preferred to leave effective offi-

~ cials in a given post until their assignment could

be successfully concluded, even if this meant
postponing a promotion. to higher level work.

After Br‘zhhdv

Despite the sharp decline over the last 14 years
in the use of cadre manipulation to achieve
political advantages, Brezhnev's successor, in the
absence of a constitutional limitation on the use

 of leadership power, could decide or be given
~ scope to rejuvenate the central elite. Neverthe-

less, there has been definite moverment toward .
creeping institutionalization of Soviet personnel

. policies during Brezhnev's tenure.’ A relatively

-predictable formula for achieving-and maintain-

ing status in the elite has emerged. Shifts that

. threaten- these expectations and: calculations

power to carry:out ambitious and |

often controversial policies. Only by defeating

their opponents could their programs be imple- -

mented. Brezhnev, on the other hand, has gener- |
ally avoided such controversial initiatives and has |

P hl‘l

et
. .

' Several of Romanov's Lenlngnd uio&iie& l‘:'nv& boen !lulgt;lod :

to Important posts outside the oblast over the last throe years: V.N.
Ignatov,

then second secretary of the obkom;(the"oblut party -

committee), became the flrst secrotary of Voronezh obkom in 1975 -

" the, mayor of Leningrad, V. L Kazakov, was named & deputy
chalemen of the RSFSR Council of Ministers in :1976; and B. L.

Arlstov, Ignatov's replacement as obkom socond socretary, wai

appointed ambassador t0 qunnd in April of this year.

e

~ would almost certainly encounter serious opposi-
" tion. In fact, personnel practices associated with
.. the Brezhnev era have probably become so in-
- grained that only severe pressures—stemming,
"most likely, from gross mismanagement of the.
~ Soviet economy—could bring about a change in

‘gpproach.
At the same time, present cadre policies obvi-

.' busly have not benefited all equally. Three diffar-

ent clite constituencies are discernible. The na-
jor beneficiaries of these policics are those senior
party and government officials who occupy top
managerial positions iz their respective burcauc-
racies. This group, although the smallest of the
three, is naturally the most politically significant
and powerful. Most were born between 1910 and

3
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1920 and rccruitéd into the barty's ranks from
1938 to 1945; they dominate the Central Com-
mittee. The cadre policies of the Brezhnev cra -

have served them well and extended the length of

their service at the pinnacle of the Soviet politi-
cal system. As a result they clearly have a stake .
in|perpetuating the status quo.. During the suc- .

with this objective. b LD

i A [
" The second, and by far;the :largest. con- .

stituency within : the elite -establishment, .is
formed by party officials who; for the most pa.t,

entered the party after Stalin's death and row

hold leadership, positions below the central and

republic levels. The high ‘degrec of stability

cngendered by the current. approach to cadre
policy has limited their advancement opportuni-
ties. The result has been frustration, resentment,
and perhaps even alicnation within the ranks.

P b

These younger officials reportedly hope the
changes caused by the passing of the Brezhncv
generation will produce some additional head-
room. They would be inclined to ally. themselves
with the younger more ambitious leaders willing
to advocate change on the ground that the Soviet
political system is suffering from “hardening of
the arteries” and nzeds new approaches to some
of iits systemic problems. Leningt ad party leader
Grigoriy Romanov, for example, who has pub-
licly argued that “an excessively long stay in the
party apparat in the same pasition can frequently

cause ‘loss of ‘interest ‘in- thjc’j'g,WOr;k’!'.f-and that :
attention should be given to how such individuals -
.could attract

“can best be used in the future,’’

support from this. group.’ : i

“There is a third constitue

TR B

|i i -?‘.'.:[l P

Y'Romatov has actively implemented this philosophy during his
four new obkom second secretaries, elght obkom secretaries, two: | . ccrm;nly : ;.C.Sis‘ l:l ny Btt%l;lpt to Obmm a gcncral
gorkom (party committee at the city level) first secretaries, three: | Mandate lor ¢ ange. Where replacements be-
gorkom second secretaries, and nine gorkom secrotaries. For the '
most part, however, these changes have not ocourred at the expenss
of departing incumbent officials. None of the nine .cvkom officials :
 who have changed jobs has been clearly demoted, and only six of .
the 18 city officials have suffered ‘from ‘the personnel shifts (only .-
three of these six had Initially received their appointment during "

tenure as party leader in Leningrad. Since 1970 he has appointed

Rogmnov‘l tenure).

4

cession period they will probably unite in support
of ithe lcadership faction most closcly identified

| ncy, however, neitner |
totally swayed by power and iprivilege nor com- -
. ST ity R

pletely frustated by its inabilify; to advance

"quickly, that will probably play a key role in

determining whether the current approach to

cadre policy becomes a permanent feature of —

Soviet politics. Individuals in this group, re-.
cruited mainly from the post-World War I
gencration of party members, have already
reached ths carcer takeoff stage and hold key
subnrdinate positions to the ministers and obkom
first secretaries who now form the core clement
in the Soviet political elite. This group will profit -
from existing procedures and therefore have a
strong reason for supporting the current system.
On the ‘other hand, in view of the lengthy
apprenticeship they must endure, es well as the
rcported concern among younger functionaircs
generally about the need for fresh ideas and
revival at the top, members of this group might
sympathize with the need for a leadership turn-
over. A Politburo faction committed to reinvigor-

*ing Soviet policy might be ablc to draw on this
constituency for support during a succession as
its members obtain senior elite status.

On the whole, the political balance reflected in
the career objectives of these thre. elite constitu-
encies favors stability. Only if an overwhelming
Politburo majority believed that change ana
rejuvenation of the elite was essential to the
health of the system would the status quo bias of

the seniors in the Central Committee be overrid-

den. Such a broad consensus, of course. is not
very likely in succession politicking. Tlie sensi-
tivity of cadre questions alone would make con-
sensus difficult. However persuasive the logic for
developing a better method for circulating elites,
no Soviet leader is likely to accept such argu-
ments in view of the consequences of such a
change for his political future. Morcover, thosc
in the leadership who are not so ambitious and
powccful have an obvious interest in constraining
their more aggressive associates and will almost

come unavoidable,’ the leadership probably will
seek to narrow the choice to generally acceptable
candidates from within the established clite.

©Curnicnt cadre policies are likely. to be main-
tained:in the post-Brczhncv era. They could be

ET
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modiﬁcd, however; as a result of the increasing
debate and conﬂict.within the leadership over a
‘number of scrious and difficult economic prob-
lems—namcly, ‘sagging cconomic growth rates,
:msuf ficient agricultural productlon desprte enor-
mous investments, and looming energy shortages.
These problems-and others’ are’evrdent now, but
there is no indication that the current leadership
is willing to-tackle them: head on. ! Potential

.
|

for success too uncertam for Brezhnev to nsk
uch pohtrcal capttal at thxs stage. W AR

tg,l .

Thrs passrvrty i’ not likely to continue after ot .
Brezhnev leaves. A decade. of partial neglect has .. of his predecessor. Morcover, each successor has
already complicated the prospects of corrective -

measures, and the: implications! of further delay |ing tactics for expanding his power vis-a-vis the

should be evident to many members of the Soviet : | collective. Khruschev gained power in part on the
¢lite. Nevertheless, considerable controversy over |

what needs to be done is likely. For ‘some older -

and; more senior leaders the: ‘present prioritiés,
orgamzatronal forms, and managerial techniques
havé virtually - become enshrined ‘as dogma.
These leaders are likely to argue that change
should be directed primarily toward making the
exrsttng system more efﬁctent through ad.mms-

tratrve tinkering, | T " :‘_ i . i:

i Younger and less senior leaders, however, may
feel 'no particular loyalty to the conventional way
of doing business; rather. they would probably
prefer to define the issue in terms of correctmg
ills and stimulating development through major
policy departures. Clearly, the: proponents of
radical change have the more onerous task.
Proposals to shift priorities and 1 revamp organiza-
tions would stimulate consrderable!eontroversy
and threaten the existing mstrtutlonal and politi-
cal drstnbutron of power. The ensuing debate,
morcover, would force party ofﬁcrals to make
choices that could endanger their political future
These suggestions would surely provoke opposi-

who were id o
tion not only from those who were i eologtcally ' remains uncertain, but political forces favoring

committed to the present system but ‘also from
those imperiled by the change. o |3 ' |

? Finally, the prospects for a morc pohtrcrzed
approach toward personncl policy. in! the post-
Brezhnev cra would grow if a pnrtlcularly ambi-
tious and clever leader who believed: change was

sy(ér

essential became general secretary. The office’s
powers could be exploited to curtaii severely the
collective's control over policy in general and
‘cadre matters in partrcular. Since the Secretariat
-has a special role in verrfymg the fulfillment of

~party directives and in assigning party cadres to

'key positions throughout the Soviet bureaucracy.
'the gencral secretary is m a umque position to-

' '|direct these activities. .. . . .
solutions are t0o0. controversial: and thei . prospects '

The new general secretary is lrke]y. however, '

| to inherit the post with diluted authority. Succes-
e 'sron has always initially led to a degradation in

the power of the general secretary relative to that

been more limited than his predecessor in choos- -

‘! premise that he would not use it to terrorize his
- “!'colleagues.In addition to this limitation, Brezh- .
- nev has not had a freec hand to manipulatc cadre

assignments. Quite conceivably, a new general

secretary’s,'colleagues, guided by the lessons

‘learned {rom Brezhnev's use of the position, will
attempt to add new restrictions, further limiting -
his tactrcal opttons

Prognosh _
Against the background of conflicting pres-

| sures for continuity and change, “stability of
- cadres” will be one of the more difficult issues

that a new leadership must face in the post-

Brezhnev era. The political sensitivity of this

question, however, is much greater than for most

‘ other domestic problems since it is closely related

to the quest for greater political power. Debate

“on this issue consequertly will probably intensify
“the political cleavages within the new leadership.

Policy formulation in other arcas may become
more contentious as a result,

The outcome of the debate over cadre policy

continued. stability appear to have the upper
hand. Aspiring leaders should be able to garner

. the support of the entrenched establishment and
~ gain a significant advantage over other contend-
" ers in succession infighting who would challenge
 the status quo. It scems likely, therefore, that the
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prescat apprench to cadre assignmont will sur-
viyc Brezhnev. ook :

significant step toward institutionalizing ‘power
relationships -within the regime. iThe collegial
aspects of lcadership decisionmaking. would be
strengthened. Overcoming oligarchic barriers to
greater personal, rule. would. jbe | difficult and
‘policy formulation would, as now; reflect leader-
ship consensus ‘more than individual dictate. In

H e Il :
‘At a minimum such a development would be a

The author of this paper s
Office of Regional ana Foliticai

Aralysis. comments and aueries are welcome
and should be directed tc

6

this cnvironment the leadership stylc pioncered
by Brezhnev would become the model for ambi-
tious lcaders to follow. Although thig strategy
would not prevent the emergence of a strong
general sccretary—indeed, Brezhnev hag giiyy.
fully demonstrated the power potential inherent
in it—future party leaders would, like Brezhnev,

find the political system much less subject to

their control than the one faced by cither Stalin
or Khrushchev. '




APPENDIX

COMPARISON OF CADRE POLICIES UNDER
BREZHNEVfAND lKHRUSHCHEV '

'|Statements. by Sovnct officials m‘,th_ early
post-Khrushchcv ‘years mdlcated that

!

.consider- ;.

able support exnsted for: mcrcasmg JOb security !:
and, implicitly, for: lnmmng thc abnhty of:ambi-
tious Politburo " officials’ to mampulate assxgn-§

mcnts to their. political - advantagc IYet Brezh-

the top leadcrshlp S: tradmonal ﬂciublllty in per-: |
sonnel matters. Whlch viewpoint. ha§ prevailed?

More specifically, to what extent has job security
increased? And what factors now govcrn remov-

als. from and promotlons to hwh-lcvcl chte

posntnons" ' » . '

N
! 1 :,;,
..fabuhfy of Codres : 7

‘Cadre stability has reached cxtraordmary lcv-j
els during the Brezhnev years. Members of the
Central Committee and Central Auditing Com-
mission, for example, have; had! d very good
chance of retaining their leadership status within
the elite (see figure 1). Stability thhm these"
groups has becn higher at each of the three party
congrcsscs since Khrushchev's removal than it
was in either 1956 or 1961. Moreover, the reelec-
tion rate has steadily increased throughout the .
Brezhnev period, advancmg from 73 pcrccnt m,
1966 to 83 percent. in 1976

While increascd polmcal sccunty lS evident forf
virtually all segments of the elite, figurcs 2and 3 j'
also show that certain segments of the elite have -
benefited more than others. Khrushchev's purge:
of the central elite in 1961 did not give preferen- |’
tial treatment to those with higher ‘status; Cen-!"
tral Committce members were only slightly less !

hkcly to be rcplaccd than mcmbers of the Ccn-w

SECRER

nev’s formulation at the: 23rd Parlty Congress5 30

suggested that he was trymg to mamtam some of o

Fugure 1;

g electlon Rate of Central Leadershap Elltes
.;entagec . '

290 i

—

N/

50

20 T T [ T 1
. 1952/56 56/61 61/66 66/71 71/716
o Year Elected/Reelected

577543 10-78

NOTE: A memb« of the central leadership (the combined
memberships of the Central Committes and Central Auditing
Commission) was considered reelected if he was chosen as a
member of either of those organizations at the following party
conqvoss Only living members of the central leadership at the
‘time of the next congress figure in these caleulations. Thus, for
example, the figure reported for 1971/76 means that opproxi-
‘mately 83 percent of those elites elected in 1971 and dlive in
1976 were elected to either the Centrol Auditing Commission or
the Comrol Committee in 1976,

tral Audltmg Commission. Since then, however,
thc hlghcr the status within the central elite, the
grcatcr the likelihood of retaining a secat at the
‘next party congress. Almost 90 percent of the
iCentral Committee was reelected in 1976, but
only about three-quarters of the Central Audit-
lng Commnssaon rctamcd thclr JObS
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Reelection Rate of Representatives of
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NOTE: In this graph, reslaction refers fo the percentage of each
group, olive at the time of the next congress, who were elected
to either the Central. Committes or the Central Auditing
Commission at that congress. Hence, the data reported under
1961/66 for members of the CAC meon that almost 55 percent
of its members in 1961 stil alive in 1966 were elected as
m«nbonoffhoCACumcandHahnMnmb«softhe
Contral Committes in 1968, .« /1 ,

It is cqually obwous that reprcscntatxvcs of the
party apparatus have received more favorable
treatment during the Brezhnev period than have
their government counterparts. Govcmmcnt cffi-
cials, in turn, have been retained at a hxgher rate
than representatives. of the. mllltary or other
groups such as workers, ‘peasants, and - intelli-
gentsia. Thus, when examined closely the data
show clearly that even the meager turnover rates
achicved under Brezhnev have bccn inflated by a
disproportionate turnover in groups not close to

day to—day political admmlstratlon. |

The continuity observed in the rcprescntatwc
organs of the national clite can alsd be found in
slmnlar mstltutlons at lower levels lof the party

!

'

8

L 57754510-78

|, NOTE: The elite was divided Into four categories: Party officials
! (including individuals holding posts in the Komsomol, the trade

unions, and other public organizations), government officials,
military leaders, ond symbolic elites (workers, peasants, factory
monogers, ond 3o on). The reelection rate refers to the
percentage of eoch group elected ot one congress and still alive
at the time of the next congress who were elected to eiiher the
Central Committee or Central Auditing “Commission.

apparatus. Turnover of political leadership in
republic politburos occurred at twice the rate in
the Khrushchev period as compared with the
Brezhnev era (sec tablc 1). Although there is
considerable regional variation, cadre 'stability
has increased in 12 of the 14 republics since
1964. Ten of the 14 republics averaged annually
over two removals from their politburos during

" the Khrushchev period, whercas ninc republics

have averaged onc rcmoval or less during the
post-Khrushchev years.

The same trend is apparcent in the republic
party secretariats. Secrctariat turnover was 45
percent higher under Khrushchev. For 11 of the
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Table 1
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Wulern Republlu ik
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' _- Caucuus P

i
§ _ Centnl Asia

v A'verago Yearly Turnover of Republie Politburos !

Brezhnev

~ Khrushchev
1955t0 Oct 64 = . Nov 64 to present
. eT 1.6
19 A3
26 64
22 . 57
. YY)
e 10
22 79
12 14
62 . “
16 17
25 L1
.21 16
133 53
21 14
25 83
26 10
28 10
32 10
308 5

o Total :

. "t These ‘data were' computed ir/ determlnlns the number of removals from the candidate or full

.~ membership of each republic ‘politburo during each period and dividing these numbers by 10 for the

Khrushchev period and 14 for the Brezhnev era (by the length of their leadership periods). The data

- indicate the average number of removals from the respective clusters or republics during each year of the

.two administrations, Since Khiushchev did not fully emerge as the most important Soviet leader until
1835, the chencu thlt occurnd durlm tho period from 1953 through 1954 were not included.

14 republics, - the average yearly tumover rate in~
the secretariats was hrgher in the Khrushchev .
period than it has been; smee : his| removal (sce |
table 2). In fact, all republnc secretariats in the ::
Brezhnev period have had a: turnovcr rate of less |’

than one member, as compared with-the Karush- (.

chev years, when. only :50 .percent | fell: mto thrs
category <

}Fmally, rhei

cil of Ministers and obkom ﬁrst secretarm. Only

‘38 removals in the Counetl iof: Mxmsters have |/
occurred in- the11965-1978 " penod vand 16 of

these were due to death and an additicnal nine to I

retlrement on pCllSlOll.

alThe contrasting turnover rates for the obkom
'Cfdcmhlp are particularly striking. Overall, the |

e
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removal rate unider’ Brezhnev is less than half
what it was under Khrushchev. On the average,

- there -we-e¢ almost 27 removals from obkom

leadershxp positions per year in-the Khrushchev
years as compared to 12 removals per year undcr
Brezhnev (sce table 3). :

" While the dcgree of declme in dbkom leader-

.shrp turnover varies by region, every republlc‘

post-Khnishchev eadershrp has
opted for unpreccdentedlloonhnuity in-positions ;.
that are the backbone of| the: party and govern- |,
ment administrative hnerarchy‘ the: USSR Coun- i

.shows a lower rate in the post-Khrushchev peri-
.od. In the Russian Republic (RSFSR) continuity
‘has bordered on constancy. Since Brezhnev took
office in 1964, 32 percent of the oblasts in the
‘RSFER ‘have not had a leadership change, and
:another 46 percent have changed only once.
‘During the Khrushchev period (1955-64) the
ﬁzures were 5 and 28 percent, respectlvely.

. There is no republic-level party organization m.
lthe_ RSFSR, and the obkom first secretaries in
the 76 oblasts of that republic answer directly to




Table 2

Av«oqc Yoorly Turnover of Repu! ‘ic Secretariats !

Khrushchev Brezhnev
1855 to Oct 64 Nov 64 to present
12 . 13
1l . 3
3. 6
‘.4 4
25 . ) 1.8
.6 . 5
9 6
1.0 N
‘. 3.0 2.2
kR 8
'j 1.2 g
SR .. 1.1 9
Ceatral Asia I 55 a1
S i Kmkhsun 13 9
© o Kirgiz, 1.1 q
. Tadzhikistan =’ S S
" Turkmen ‘ 1.1 .6
Uzbeklsun 1.5 4
Total ' l | 122 84
' Sce tablc 1 for dwﬂpﬂon of {})e method used in making these calculations.
]
and are appomtcd by the central party leadership Table 3

in Moscow. Most df these obkom lcadcrs. in fact,
have ex-officio status in the central party organs.
‘The stability of the RSFSR oblast lcadcrshlps—
compared to their counterparts—therefore, is
-another manifestation of a phenomenon already
inoted: proximity. to: the center of power has
‘increased the ‘chances for rctcntnon for party
cadrm undcr Brezhncv. o Sf i l E
| %

l.imiﬂng the Effoch of ‘I'umom : |

: In ‘spite of the hxgh level of cadrc stablhty
'since 1964, the current leadership is:not the same
‘as the one Brezhnev inherited. Gradually, almost
nmp—rccphbly, over the 14 years since:the: coup
,aga'nst Khrushchev, the leadership i m the various
‘republics, the Council of Ministers} the oblasts,
‘and the central clitc' has substantially changed.
'Thls evolution has not had an unscttling effect on

!the lcadership in zencral ‘however, because of _
~ individual obkom first sccretarics to dic in or
- retire from office, Political demotions, however, -
' were quite common, accounting for almost 50

lthc marked dcclmc in pohtically motivated re-
i i movals and thc incrcasc in rcgulanzed promouon
onoortumth. et R we

Average Yearly Turnover of Oblast First
Secretaries. for. Major Republics '

Khrushchev- Brezhnev

Republic 1855 to Oct 64 Nov 64 to present
RSFSR 14.2 54

Fthnic oblasts 31 1.1

All others 11.1 43
Ukraine _ 4.5 3.0
Belorussia . 1.3 9
Kazakhstan 4.6 21
Uzbekistan 2.0 9
Total . 266 123

' A removal of a first secretary in an oblast, kray, ASSR (autono-

- mous republic), or autonomous oblast was considered a turnover .
. even though the person removed may have assumed the same
_ -position in another oblast, kray, ASSR, or sutonomous oblast. The
i turnover rates were then calculated in the way described in table 1.

© Under Khrushchev, it was rclatively rare for




' Table 4

v

Corm Devolopment of Obkom First Secfetories Under
Lo Khrushchov ond Brezhnev (Porcomogos)‘

\ i

S;nbscquent

-:Ulm!ne “:  Kazmakhstan . . Usbekistan . Belorussia

Position - . 14 B!t K B i"K : B X - B K B
! Deathor'ctlm- o ( o ’ E '

" ment B 1118, 44 172 "=~ 154 —~ ' 83 - 71 19.2
. Demotion® [’ 422 630 310 450 385 385 ' 250 485 378
- Lateral move* 1238 108 345 250 <308 77 250 256 256
"Promodon' -521.4 Co2LT 172. '300 ' ;>l5.4f 538 : 41.8 188 174
No. of removals 2 6 _n 13:‘ 13 12 266 172

: ' tK nfers to npoolntments made undet Khnuhchcv from 1955 to October 1964 B refers to appolntments made since October 1964.

5, : ! * These concepts clearly involve subjective analytical judgments. In general, an assignment was considered a clear demotior: if any of the
followinz occurred: (1) individual transferred to other work with no further | spe~ification of assignment from other sources; (2) individual
. lases central elite status after being reassigned; (3) individual assigned to lower level republic position in party apparatus or comparatively

! lower level slots in the government bureaucracy—for example, deputy minister of a ministry or deputy head of a Central “ommittee

" department. An assignment was' ;considered to be a

lateral move if the individual's political status was not substantially affected.

. Assignments to another obkom, to an ambassadoeship, or to ministerial rank: within the Council of Ministers fit into this category. An
- assignment was considered a promotion if the individual's status ‘was improved. Assignments such as Central Committee or republic
' secretary, deputy: chalrman of lhe USSR Oouncil ol Minlsters. and chairmanship of a republlc council of mlnlstcrs were defined as meeting

} : this standard. - . - ;

;8 Only obluts that exls!ed duriné l;oth ndmlnistntlons were used ln thm calcula!lons. ‘

9 3 R l : I i fgtf

pcrcent of all transfers from thls posmon. Thc i ‘

situation has changed dramatlmlly since 1964

/(see table 4). ‘Under Brezhnev,. death or; retire- ;..

'ment as the cause for removal from ‘the’ ‘obkom

clite has increased by 170: percent;'-demotions e
‘have declined by 22 pcrccnt. Of the five rcpubhcs =
‘examined, .moreover; only ‘the . Ukraine is at

'variance with this pattern.: The factional dispute .
‘between: Brezhnev: and - Ukrainian party chief .

‘Petr Shelest within :the natIonal leadership and i
“the latter’s eventual purge . from’: the: Ukrainian '

lcadership and replacement by Brezhnev s associ- -
‘ate, Vladimir Shcherbitskiy, mgggred a numbcr :

of: shlfts that aocount for thi

N7 ‘ . .
Evcn more xmportant. rclla ce' on a’ “natural" :

process of cadre replacement:has bccn increas-
“ingly evident within the Central Commlttcc and
Central Auditing Commlssnon dunng the Brezh-

ncv “ycars (sce table.5);. Although, ‘death and
retircment accounted for’ only 27 percent of the
removals of party. and go\'ernment ofﬁcnals from .

these organizations 'in 1966 !(the first _congress
following Khrushchcvs rcmoval).
the departures were attributable t6 these causcs
in' 1976. Demotions; on the other hahd declined
by almost 44 pcrccnt during thc|same period.

60 percent of .

'Reason for Removal ‘

' Table 5

;Rea'sons.for' Removal of Party and Government Workers

From tho Central Elite, 1966-76 (Perceniages)'

Party Conm Year

- at PmyCom L 1966 . 01971 1976
 Died M0 217 304

. Retired - 128 .7 1185 20.1
i Demoted .- . T31 : 598 4035
Numberofcases . . - 93  'gg 9

! Only mrtv and zovemmem omchls were lncludcd in this

: :amlysts.

'-Consequcntly. as the removal rate from the

central leadership has declined, nonpolitical fac-
tors have become the most important reason for .
those departures that do occur. Elites who have
attained Central Committee or Central Auditing
Commission ‘status, thercfore, can confidently
expect to maintain their status until they reach
rctirement age, barring a serious political
miscalculation. ' -

Thcé'd”ccmphas'is on partisan politics in filling
vacant posts in the central elite has provided a
sccond and equally powerful barrier against ex-




ploitation of kréduél ’lc'aticr'ship t’u'mb\‘rcf for po- f
litical advantage. Since most of the Council of .

Ministers and RSFSR obkom first secretaries
are ex-officio members or candidate members of

the Centra!l Committee, vacancies in these posi--

tions could ultlmatcly have a drnmatlc impact on
its political makeup. The powcr to (stermine:
réplaccments .in_ key. administrative vacancics .
would allow ‘an ambitious leader eventually to
alter the composition of the Central Committec
o and to create a strong base of factxdnal support

‘The cv:dcncc clcarlv suggcsts, howcvcr. that
for the most ‘part such mampulatlon has not
oc¢curred. The data:on new appointments:to the
Council of Mlmstcrs (see table 6) {ndicate thata’
clear prcfcrcnce in ﬁllmg mlmstcnal vacancics
has been given to those in sccondary positions in
the respective ministries or closely rclated ones.
Overall, almost 71: percent of those appointed
held a post within the government burcaucracy
prior to their ministerial assignments, and 63
percent were in positions closely related to the
post they filled. Moreover, almost: 50 percent of
gll top ministerial asmgnments madc after 1972
havc gonc to mdxvnduals in lcadmg positions

L :

1 . Fff:f.'; : Tobhb 1 ; -

Corm Origln of, Nowiy Appomtod Mlnlsters of the

i USSR Council of Ministers, 1966-78 (Porcontogos)‘

;' o SR Ttmo!’eﬂod'l :
Oridn of Provioul Podﬂon 1966-72 1973-78 Total
Cdvemment bumucncv ' 625 1t j ‘18" . 708

- Same ministry , 12.5 : .. . 8338

Related mlnlstry‘ L ' ’ T e04

Otber_. ce D I

Party appcntui 294

Retioml post :
Numbet of cases

19.6
81

' Given the mbctantid nltontlom in the size and structure of the
Councll of Ministers during the Khrushchev period, any compari- .*

mo(chtnwlnthatpedodwlthtlmlntlw&u}mwmwould

h mlﬂudm u "; !
" 8 These data cover new appolntmonu to tbe Councll dtet I hcd

boen restored to its pre-Khrushohev form in 1063, -

.+ 9 The creation of elght new ministries within the Counctl accounts f :

‘ed for 83 percent of all new appointments to the Council from 1966-
.72 Only three new ministries were_created after 1072, and as sl
“result there . wis. l lhup decline - in ‘assignments - from related
: 'm‘lnlst
e
|
_ 12

within .the ministry that they were selected to
head. Leading work in the party apparatus, on
the other hand, has become less relevant as a-
prior expecrience for new ministers, accounting
for only sl'ghtly more than one fifth of all—
replacement. after 1972,

A similar pattern of in-houss replacements is
‘apparent in assignments to certain key obkom -
first secretary positions (see table 7). Appoint-
‘ment .of local officials within the RSFSR rose
from 41 percent under Khrushchev to almost 72
percent subsequently. This rise paralleled the
‘virtual abandonment of the Khrushchevite prac-
tice of cross-posting first secretaries from one
obkom to another in the RSFSR and the sharp
decline (43 percent) in selecting replacements
from within the ranks of the Central Committee
apparatus.

A different pattern is observed, however, in
obkom first sec.ctary assignments in the other
four republics examined. Recruitment from
within obkoms has not significantly increased in
any of these republics, and in Belorussia and the

~ Ukraine it has substantially declined. Concomi-

tantly, cross-posting of obkom first secretaries
increased in Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and the
- Ukraine, while Belorussia drew - primarily on
cadres at the republic level for its obkom replace-
ments. These variations probably reflect the
greater autonomy enjoyed by republic leaders
since 1964, as well as the factional struggle that
rocked the Ukraine during this period.

chcftheless, the key factor affecting selection

. .ofa replacement in an obkom position appears to

.be the effect the choice will have on Central

‘a8 . . 1 Committec membership. In cases where the ob-

. kom leader is virtually assured of being elected to

" ‘the Central Committee at the next party con-

 gress, there is a definite tendency to fill the slot
. from among the subordinates of its former lead-
er. Almost all the RSFSR obkoms have this
“’status, but only a sprinkling of obkoms in the
-iother: republics do." Even outside the RSFSR,
: however, those obkoms which have attained cen-
" tral leadership status are more likely to have
'thcnr leaders picked from within (37 percent)
than obkoms not havmg such status (27 percent).

e




Table 7

I.ocaﬂon of Previous Position for Obkom First Secretorles Appointed
o U)d.f Khrmhchw and Brezhnev (Percentages)

Republlc Apparatus

Kazakhstan © ° Usbekistan ‘Bolorusia Total
K : B: :K. . B K B oK B

C 195 200 13 263 800 272 405 478
/. 463 657 364 526 286 972 859 348
) (08) | (814 (136) (283) (L) (%9) (168) (180)
81T 114 864 210 214 455 141 128

WP @8 e 19 Cgee 1718

‘Km{mwnwdntmeuumdemderthmhcbevfm xDSSmOetobetlm BrefentoappolnunenumadedanOctober 1064.
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